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V. Monitor Populations.

A.1. Conduct standardized monitoring program.

Study Background/Rationale:

The Yampa River humpback chub population is one of only five existing populations. Very little is known
about the Yampa River population, the result of inhabiting an inaccessible canyon reach and being
relatively rare over the period of recent collection (Karp and Tyus 1990; Tyus 1998). The Yampa River
within Yampa Canyon has been designated critical habitat and the population is important for recovery of
the species. Tyus (1998) points out that the population may have declined in recentyears, perhaps the
result of predation by the non-native channel catfish. Long-term monitoring will provide baseline data on
species status and serve as a response measure for management activities, e.g. non-native fish removal
or flow alterations. Furthermore, such monitoring would provide estimates of several population
parameters, e.g. population size, survival rates, and recruitment rates, needed for refining life-stage
models and setting management objectives (Crowl and Bouwes,1997; Lentsch et al. 1997).

Study Goals, Objectives, End Product:
1. Develop procedures for monitoring trends of the humpback chub population in the Yampa River.
2. Develop procedures for detemining reproductive success ofthe humpback chub population.

End product: Final reportJan 2001 for procedures for estimating frends and reproductive success; annual
report each yearon trends and reproductive success.

Study area

Yampa River within Yampa Canyon (rmi 0.1-41.0), Dinosaur National Monument; raft access only.
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VI.

VII.

VIIIL.

Study methods/approach

1998 sampling showed that itis unlikely we can capture enough adult humpback chub to make a
capture/recapture population estimate, as originally planned. However, it did show that many chubs and
other native species can be captured by raft electrofishing, and that seining in shallow eddy and backwater
habitats is a promising technique for capturing juvenile chubs. The 1999 effort will further explore seining
and lighttrapping for monitoring juvenile humpback chub trends and assessing reproductive success.

Prior to 1999 sampling, a statistician (designated by the recovery program) will be consulted to determine
alternative sampling designs (e.g., sample sizes, procedures, and requisite assumptions) appropriate for
estimating precision and testing important assumptions needed for measuring trends in adult and juve nile
populations.

Task description and schedule:

1. Using electrofishing rafts, sample the Yampa River through Yampa Canyon in late June to capture adult
humpback chub; PIT tag all humpback chubs >150 mmTL.

2. Using seines and light traps, sample the Yampa Canyon in eary July for larval and juvenile humpback
chubs.

3. Each year, analyze data and consult a statistician to modify sampling design to achieve efficient
procedures forlong-term monitoring of population trends and recruitment rates.

4. After three years, write a final report that outlines a procedure for determining long-term population
trends and recruitment rates.

5. Conduct the monitoring protocol every year untilthe monitoring program is modified orterminated.
Study Schedule:

. Task 1: 1998-2000

. Task 2: 1998-2000

. Task 3: 1999-2000

. Task 4 Finalreport 1 Jan 2002

. Task 5 each year beginning 2001

a b wWN -

FY-01 Work

a. Deliverables/due dates: annual report 10 Dec 2001; finalreport 1 Jan 2002

b. Budget

Task 4

Labor $6.0K
Travel 0.4K
Equipment 1.0K
Other 1.0K
Total 8.4K
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Task 5

Labor $12.2K
Travel

Equipment 3.4K
Other 2.0K
Total 17.6K
Grand total $26.0K

IX. Budget Summary:
FY-01 $26K

*Does not include BR-FWS transfer overhead costs
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